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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-11 and 16-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Heddaya et aL, US Pat. No. 6,205,481 in view of Balassanian, US Pat. Application No. 
2005/0021857 Al. 

2. As to claims 1, 16, 20, 21, 22 and 23, Heddaya teaches the invention substantially as 
claimed. Heddaya teaches a computer-implemented method for routing data traffic in a network 
having a plurality of network layers including an application layer, physical, data link, and 
network layers, the method comprising: 

receiving redirected data traffic at a network cache (Heddaya, col. 3, line 23 - col. 5, line 

22). 

However, Heddaya does not explicitly teach selecting one of a plurality of routing 
options for the data traffic with reference to information associated with the network cache, the 
application layer, or outside of the physical, data link, and network layers; and routing the data 
traffic according to the selected routing option. 
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In the same field of endeavor, Balassanian teaches routing based on information 
associated with the network cache, the application layer, or outside of the physical, data link, and 
network layers; and routing the data traffic according to the selected routing option (Balassanian, 
paragraph 0040-0045). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have incorporated the method of routing based on information in the 
application layer, such as document type (e.g. jpg, htm, gif), as taught by Balassanian, into the 
networked cache system of Heddaya for the purpose of routing data based on data content in 
addition to destination addresses. 

3. As to claim 2, Heddaya-Balassanian teaches the method wherein the data traffic has been 
redirected from an original destination according to a caching protocol (Heddaya, col. 3, line 23 
- col. 5, line 22). 

4. As to claim 3, Heddaya-Balassanian teaches the method wherein the data traffic 
comprises a request from a source platform to a destination platform (Heddaya, col. 3, line 23 - 
col. 5, line 22). 

5. As to claim 4, Heddaya-Balassanian teaches the method wherein the data traffic 
comprises a response to a request, the request being from a source platform to a destination 
platform (Heddaya, col. 3, line 23 - col. 5, line 22). 



Application/Control Number: 09/588,027 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2141 

6. As to claim 5, Heddaya-Balassanian teaches the method further comprising parsing the 
information associated with the application layer (Balassanian, paragraph 0040-0045). 

7. As to claims 6 and 7, Heddaya-Balassanian teaches the method wherein the information 
comprises a URL including suffixes associated with the data traffic (Heddaya, col. 5, line 60 - 
col. 6, line 50; Balassanian, paragraph 0040-0045). 

8. As to claims 8-10, Heddaya-Balassanian teaches the method wherein parsing the 
information comprises determining whether the suffix associated with the URL indicates one of 
a plurality of MIME types comprising *.gif, *.jpg, *.pdf, *.mpX, *.htm, and ascii or binary data 
objects (Balassanian, paragraph 0040-0045). 

9. As to claim 1 1 , Heddaya-Balassanian teaches the method wherein selecting one of the 
plurality of options comprises setting one of a plurality of socket options for the data traffic 
(Balassanian, paragraph 0034-0035). 

10. As to claims 17 and 18, Heddaya-Balassanian teaches the method wherein the 
information relate to whether a data object associated with the data traffic is cacheable, and 
comprises a forced load (Heddaya, col. 5, line 60 - col. 6, line 50; Balassanian, paragraph 0040- 
0045). 
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11. As to claim 19, Heddaya-Balassanian teaches a computer program product comprising a 
computer readable medium having computer program instructions stored therein for 
implementing the method of claim 16 (Heddaya, col. 5, line 60 - col. 6, line 50; Balassanian, 
paragraph 0040-0045). 

12. As to claims 24 and 25, Heddaya-Balassanian teaches a method wherein the selecting of 
the plurality of routing options for the data traffic is based on relative network resource expense 
of data traffic types or wherein the application layer information correlates to a relative size of an 
object that the request seeks (Heddaya, col. 7, line 64 - col 8, line 49). 

13. Claims 12-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Heddaya-Balassanian as applied above, and further in view of Dillon, US Pat. No. 
6,016,388. 

14. As to claim 12, Heddaya-Balassanian teach the invention substantially as claimed. 
However, Heddaya-Balassanian do not teach the method wherein the plurality of socket options 
include a first link and a second link, the first link socket option being selected for a first type of 
a data traffic and the second link socket option being selected for a second type of data traffic. 

In the same field of endeavor, Dillon teaches said method wherein the plurality of socket 
options include a first link and a second link, the first link socket option being selected for a first 
type of a data traffic and the second link socket option being selected for a second type of data 
traffic (Dillon, col. 1, line 14 - col. 2, line 32). 
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It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have incorporated socket options as taught by Dillon into the system of 
Heddaya-Balassanian for the purpose of enabling a more efficient use and application of the 
various communication channels. 

15. As to claim 13, Heddaya-Balassanian-Dillon teaches the method wherein the first and 
second links comprise land and satellite links, respectively (Dillon, col. 1, line 14 - col. 2, line 
32). 

16. As to claim 14, Heddaya-Balassanian-Dillon teaches the method wherein the first and 
second types of data comprise ascii and binary data, respectively (Dillon, col. 1, line 14 - col. 2, 
line 32). 

17. As to claim 15, Heddaya-Balassanian-Dillon teaches a computer program product 
comprising a computer readable medium having computer program instructions stored therein 
for implementing the method of claim 1 (Heddaya, col. 3, line 23 - col. 5, line 22; Balassanian, 
paragraph 0040-0045). 

Response to Arguments 

18. Applicant's arguments filed May 1, 2006 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. The applicants argued in substance that: 
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"The examiner has not provided any motivation whatsoever to combine the teachings of 
Heddaya et al. with Balassanian, and is inappropriately relying on hindsight to obviate the 
present invention... In fact, Heddaya et al. teaches away from combining or modifying the 
teachings of the cited art. ..There would be no motivation to implement a complex technique 
(i.e., mapping algorithm of Balassanian) for determining/selecting the routing of the rquest 
message packet when an intended (i.e. predetermined) destination path is already employed." 
See Remarks, page 8, line 33 - page 9, line 14. 

The examiner respectfully disagrees. In response to applicant's argument that the 
examiner's conclusion of obviousness is based upon improper hindsight reasoning, it must be 
recognized that any judgment on obviousness is in a sense necessarily a reconstruction based 
upon hindsight reasoning. But so long as it takes into account only knowledge which was within 
the level of ordinary skill at the time the claimed invention was made, and does not include 
knowledge gleaned only from the applicants disclosure, such a reconstruction is proper. See In 
re McLaughlin, 443 F.2d 1392, 170 USPQ 209 (CCPA 1971). 

Further, in response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the 
references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by combining or 
modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention where there is some 
teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the references themselves or in the 
knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 
5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)and/« re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 
1992). In this case, both teachings of Heddaya and Balassanian are in the same field of 
endeavor. Heddaya teaches content routing among networked cache servers over a TCP/IP 
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protocol. Balassanian also teaches content routing over TCP/IP protocol. However, Balassanian 
recognizes a need on a growing global communications network, such as that of Heddaya, to 
route data directly to a particular resource on a remote computer. See Balassanian, paragraphs 
0007-0008. The artisan of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention would have 
recognized the benefit of routing data to a particular resource, as taught by Balassanian, and 
incorporate that into a system of routing data on a distributed network of Heddaya. Both 
Heddaya and Balassanian aim to solve the problem of efficient data routing on a distributed 
computer network. 



Conclusion 

19. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 
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20. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Paul H. Kang whose telephone number is (571) 272-3882. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 9 hour flex. First Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Rupal Dharia can be reached on (571) 272-3880. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




